Quality assessment of service bundles for governmental one-stop portals: A literature review by Kohlborn, Thomas
This is the author’s version of a work that was submitted/accepted for pub-
lication in the following source:
Kohlborn, Thomas
(2014)
Quality assessment of service bundles for governmental one-stop portals
: a literature review.
Government Information Quarterly, 31(2), pp. 221-228.
This file was downloaded from: http://eprints.qut.edu.au/63067/
c© Copyright 2013 Elsevier
This is the author’s version of a work that was accepted for publication in Government
Information Quarterly. Changes resulting from the publishing process, such as peer review,
editing, corrections, structural formatting, and other quality control mechanisms may not
be reflected in this document. Changes may have been made to this work since it was
submitted for publication. A definitive version was subsequently published in Government
Information Quarterly, [VOL 31, ISSUE 2, 2014] DOI: 10.1016/j.giq.2013.10.006
Notice: Changes introduced as a result of publishing processes such as
copy-editing and formatting may not be reflected in this document. For a
definitive version of this work, please refer to the published source:
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.giq.2013.10.006
1 
 
COVERPAGE 
 
Document Title: Quality Assessment of Service Bundles for Governmental One-Stop Portals: 
A Literature Review 
 
 
Authors: 
Thomas Kohlborn 
Science and Engineering Faculty 
Queensland University of Technology 
2 George Street 
Brisbane, QLD 4000 
Australia 
t.kohlborn@qut.edu.au 
(+61) 7 3138 9478 
 
 
 
 
  
2 
 
Quality Assessment of Service Bundles 
for Governmental One-Stop Portals: A 
Literature Review 
Abstract 
Service bundles, in the context of e-government, are used to group services together that 
relate to a certain citizen need. These bundles can then be presented on a governmental 
one-stop portal to structure the available service offerings according to citizen expectations. 
In order to ensure that citizens utilise the one-stop portal and comprised service bundles for 
future transactions, the quality of these service bundles needs to be managed and 
maximised accordingly. Consequently, models and tools that focus on assessing service 
bundle quality play an important role, when it comes to increasing or retaining usage 
behaviour of citizens. This study focuses on providing a rigorous and structured literature 
review of e-government outlets with regards to their coverage of service bundle quality and 
e-service quality themes. The study contributes to academia and practice by providing a 
framework that allows structuring and classifying existing studies relevant for the 
assessment of quality for government portals. Furthermore, this study provides insights into 
the status quo of quality models that can be used by governments to assess the quality of 
their service bundles. Directions for future research and limitations of the present study are 
provided as well.  
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1. Introduction 
With the advent of the Internet, governmental departments typically offered their services 
independent from other governmental entities. Similarly, each department focussed on 
operational cost efficiency and standardisation from their own perspective, which was 
labelled by Ho (2002) as the traditional bureaucratic paradigm. As each department was 
focussed on its own service provision and operational excellence, each department offered 
their services on separate web pages, which typically led to inconsistencies and 
redundancies. Not only did citizens need to know the internal structure of government to 
find the respective departmental web site, they also needed to know the specific services 
they were looking for.  
One-stop portals (OSPs) promised to provide a remedy for these limitations of traditional 
online service delivery. The underlying idea is similar to the single window concept, which 
focuses on providing a single point of access to service and information provided by 
different governmental entities (Wimmer, 2002).  
In order to provide citizens with both an easy-to-use and comprehensive access to the 
services they need, OSPs have to provide customer-oriented structures of public services 
independent of the fragmented structure of the public administrations that deliver them. 
Momotko et al. (2007), for instance, emphasise the presentation of the public services 
according to the citizens’ needs and even call for customisable portals. A user-friendly 
structure can be achieved through a bundling of offered services from the citizens’ 
perspective. Gouscos et al. (2002) introduced bundling to the realm of online service 
delivery in the public sector by proposing to package service in accordance to certain life 
events, such as ‘Buying a house’ or ‘Getting married’. However, services could also be 
bundled in accordance to demographics or topics (Kernaghan & Berardi, 2001). The 
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objective of bundling remains the same, as it focuses on generating bundles of services that 
are related from a customer perspective irrespectively of the specific entity that provides 
the services. 
Although the emergence of OSPs for e-government services has been discussed for about a 
decade, the target state of integrated, virtual administrations offering a single portal for all 
public services has been achieved by only few jurisdictions. Assessing the quality of service 
bundles as part of an OSP, thus, is of paramount importance to governments in order to 
identify their respective current status and articulate ways forward towards the targeted 
state. Quality is typically also used as a predecessor of behavioural intentions (Cronin, 
Brady, & Hult, 2000; Taylor & Baker, 1994; Zeithaml, Berry, & Parasuraman, 1996). 
Therefore, it can be argued that high quality service bundles have potentially a positive 
influence on the behavioural intentions of customers. More particularly, it can be 
conjectured, if service bundles are of high quality, consumers are likely to return to the 
portal to use the same or different bundles again.  
Previous research on portal quality assessment (Kohlborn, Korthaus, Peters, & Fielt, 2013) 
underlined the need to conduct research in this domain due to its limited coverage in 
literature, but the arguably increased relevance for practice. Identified studies lacked a 
definition of the unit of analysis and proposed a wide range of different constructs and 
dimensions for assessing a portal’s quality, such as accessibility, security/privacy, and 
usability. Furthermore, none of the identified studies derived these constructs solely 
empirically through interviews or focus groups, for example, but relied primarily on previous 
studies. The constructs are then typically used to assess the portal from the provider’s point 
of view, e.g., they can act as checklists to identify if a certain portal offers security features. 
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Against this background, to extend existing studies and address the gap in the existing body 
of knowledge, we focus on two main research objectives in this paper: 
 RO1: To show the current state of service bundle quality assessment in literature. 
 RO2: To show the current state of e-service quality assessment in literature. 
Although the main focus of the study is on RO1, the other objective complements the 
findings regarding scope - bundles package e-services in meaningful groupings.  
To achieve these research objectives, first, a framework is presented to structure the 
literature review (chapter 2). This framework can also be used to provide a structure to 
already existing studies and provide insights into research gaps and the status quo of the 
current body of knowledge. Second, chapter 3 will provide details for achieving RO1 by 
explicating a structured literature review related to ‘bundle quality’. The following chapter 
will focus on RO2. The subsequent chapter will then summarise, synthesise, discuss the 
findings of the literature reviews, and set them into context of the overall body of 
knowledge, before the final chapter concludes the study by providing a description about 
the merits, limitations, and future research directions of this study. 
2. Structuring the search space 
Prior to conducting a literature review of existing research, the scope or unit of analysis 
needs to be determined. However, especially for research focussing on the quality 
perception of services, or service bundles for this matter, it was found that studies differ 
vastly regarding the scope and depth of the unit of analysis (Hofacker, Goldsmith, Bridges, & 
Swilley, 2007). Henceforth, to provide the reader with clear guidance, two existing 
structuring approaches have been combined to suit the objective of this study.  
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Firstly, Halaris et al. (2007) provide an e-service quality model for e-government based on 
the analysis of 36 different quality approaches concerning public sector services, e-services 
in general, and, more specifically, e-government services. Their study classifies the different 
approaches and derives the basic factors that a “complete quality model of e-government 
services” would need. The presented model has 4 layers, each of which describes the 
relevant quality factors found in the literature. The layers of quality assessment, presented 
by Halaris et al. (2007), are built according to the way an e-government portal is supposed 
to be constructed. 
Secondly, Leben et al. (2006) differentiate between e-services, life-events, and the portal, 
each having different items for measurement with regards to the impact on quality. The 
authors present a methodology for evaluating portals based on life events from the 
provider’s point of view. The methodology focuses on the level of sophistication, coverage, 
coordination, and accessibility of a service. The measurements are then combined into an 
overall portal score. The study utilises that methodology to compare 12 international 
portals. Three multi-attribute models that are hierarchically connected were developed. On 
the lowest level, the quality of e-services is assessed. The middle layer addresses the quality 
of life events, whereas the top-level aggregates the scores to an overall portal quality score. 
In order to identify an overall score, all quality characteristics need to be measurable. The 
final score is calculated based on several business rules. The source of attributes and scales 
is not entirely transparent. 
Through consolidation and extension of both approaches, the perspectives and aspects of 
quality with regards to relevant aspects of service delivery through an online portal are 
conceptualised in a model, depicted in Fig. 1.  
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Fig. 1: Framework for differentiating aspects and perspectives on quality  
The layer ‘Behavioural Intentions’ has been added at the top of the pyramid, as this 
construct is typically the ultimate item of interest, at least for governments, as it aims at 
measuring the extent of retention of citizens who will reuse ‘the specific unit of analysis’. 
Consequently, the model by Halaris et al. has been extended by adding the three different 
units of analysis proposed by Leben et al. (2006). However, as life-events represent just one 
specific type of service bundle, we generalised ‘life-events’ as ‘bundles’. Adding this 
dimension changes the original layer of ‘Site quality’ to ‘Quality’, since not only the portal’s 
or website’s quality can be focussed on. The ‘Process Performance’ layer includes factors 
that are mainly found in quality models for traditional government services. The technical 
performance layer addresses, for example, site reliability, security, etc., whereas the quality 
layer relates to factors of the site usability and interface. The overall customer satisfaction 
addresses “the overall level of quality perceived by the user against the user’s expectations” 
(Halaris, et al., 2007, p. 393).  
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However, it should be noted that the relationships between the layers are neither 
sequential nor unidirectional. There may be causal relationships between ‘Satisfaction’ and 
‘Quality’ and ‘Satisfaction’ and ‘Technical Performance’. The different layers are simply 
indicators of the relation to either the user or the organisation. For example, ‘Behavioural 
Intention’ is very user-focussed, whereas ‘Process Performance’ solely addresses the 
efficiency and effectiveness of processes internal to the organisation. We also visualised the 
other two dimensions already mentioned by Halaris et al. (2007), namely the perspective of 
the assessment (consumer vs. provider) and the type of assessment (subjective vs. 
objective.).  
This framework can be used to position different quality assessment studies, which will 
ultimately benefit the academic community, as ambiguity between studies and their 
employed constructs and items can be reduced. This study focuses primarily on the analysis 
of the ‘quality’ construct for a ‘service bundle’. However, firstly, ‘quality’ is very closely 
related to ‘satisfaction’ (Spreng & Mackoy, 1996; Sureshchandar, Rajendran, & 
Anantharaman, 2002). Thus, this study will also take the ‘satisfaction’ construct under 
consideration to increase the search space and, therefore, the chance to capture relevant 
publications. Secondly, as it will be shown, past research regarding ‘service bundles’ is very 
limited. Consequently, the search scope was widened to include ‘e-services’.  
3. Bundle quality 
3.1 Overview 
Bundles in the public sector typically appear in the context of OSP (Wimmer, 2002). 
Bundling initially has its origin in the marketing domain. “Broadly defined, bundling is the 
practice of marketing two or more products and/or services in a single ‘package’ for a 
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special price” (Guiltinan, 1987, p. 74). Independent of the specific criteria used to assign 
government services to bundles, the main goal is to generate bundles of services that are 
related from a customer perspective no matter if they are provided by the same 
department or institution. As pointed out in Kohlborn et al (2013) “The main benefit of such 
service bundles is that they group services together which are related to specific needs or 
customer segments and typically would be consumed together or at least, by being 
presented together as a group, fulfil an important information function with regard to the 
offered portfolio of services that are related to that specific need”. Thus, for governmental 
OSPs, service bundling can be defined as follows: “Service bundling is the act of aggregating 
services into a packaged offering, which is aligned with a citizen need”. 
3.2 Research design 
The following description of the research design contains information about the selection of 
the sources and search strategy. We followed a similar research design as used in previous 
studies (Kohlborn, et al., 2013), to allow for comparing the findings of the literature search. 
Therefore, the literature review presented in this study includes journals, as they typically 
publish mature, validated and peer-reviewed research findings. Rankings for journals within 
the domain of e-government do not yet exist. However, having identified this issue Scholl 
(2009), profiled the e-government research community and identified core sources based 
on different criteria, which are included as sources for the literature review: 
 Government Information Quarterly (GIQ) 
 Electronic Government, an International Journal (EG) 
 Transforming Government: People, Process and Policy (TGPPP) 
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 Information Polity: The International Journal of Government & Democracy in the 
Information Age (IP) 
 International Journal of Electronic Government Research (IJEGR) 
 Electronic Journal of e-Government (EJEG) 
 Journal of Information Technology & Politics (JITP) 
Additionally, the ProQuest and EBSCO databases have also been utilised for conducting the 
review. After brainstorming on potential keywords and related synonyms, it was decided to 
use the search phrase ((bundl*) AND (government* OR "public domain" OR "public sector" 
OR" public administration") AND (satisfaction OR quality)) to conduct the search in the title, 
abstract and keywords of the publications within the ProQuest and EBSCO databases, which 
resulted in 39 and 16 hits respectively. Both searches, however, did not result in identifying 
any relevant publications. A search within the journals proved to be more challenging.  
For the EG journal, the search functionality as part of the publisher’s website was utilised, 
and the term “bundl*” was used for the full text. This search resulted in 0 hits. For the EJEG 
journal, the search functionality of the website was also utilised and the search term 
“bundle” and “bundling” was used for the title and abstract (wildcards are not supported by 
the search facility), which resulted in 1 hit, which proved not to be relevant to the study. For 
GIQ, the search term “bundl*” was used, as well in the title, abstract, and keywords fields. 
This search resulted in 1 hit, which again was not relevant. The search was most difficult for 
the IJEGR, as the search functionality implemented as part of the website was found to be 
insufficient. Therefore, we manually went through all publications and identified the ones 
that could potentially be relevant for this study, based on the title and abstract. No 
additional publications, apart from the ones already presented, could be identified. The 
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journal IP is fully covered by the ProQuest search. For JITP, the phrase ((bundl*) AND 
(satisfaction OR quality)) was used in all fields and we manually analysed the 10 results, 
which resulted in none of them being relevant for this study. For TGPPP, the same search 
phrase as for JITP was used in all fields, except full text, resulting in 0 hits.  
Overall, from the conduct of the search, 66 results in total were received. After screening 
the initial results, we could not identify any publication that focussed on service bundles in 
the context of quality assessment in the government domain. Due to the limited number of 
hits, the term ‘categor*’ (or ‘category’/’categories’ where applicable) were also used to 
identify additional sources, but the search in the related e-government journals also 
resulted in no relevant hits. 
3.3  Findings 
After conducting a search for publications relating to the assessment of quality of service 
bundles, we could not identify any publication relevant to the study’s objective and scope. 
As a consequence, we decided to extend our literature review to include e-services as the 
unit of analysis, conceptually being on a more detailed level than bundles. 
4. E-Service quality 
4.1 Overview 
A traditional service can be defined as a “process consisting of a series of more or less 
intangible activities that normally, but not necessarily, take place in interactions between 
the customer and service employees and/or physical resources or goods and/or systems of 
the service provider, which are provided as solutions to customer problems“ (Grönroos, 
1990, p. 27). However, referring to the online channel, an electronic service or e-service can 
be defined as “the delivery of public services to citizens, business partners and suppliers, and 
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those working in the government sector by electronic media including information, 
communication, interaction and contracting, and transaction” (Buckley, 2003, p. 456). 
In industry as well as in academia it has been acknowledged that measuring and monitoring 
service quality is important, for example in order to differentiate service offers or in building 
competitive advantages (e.g. Santos, 2003). Research on e-service quality is still in its 
infancy. Thus, no commonly accepted conceptualisation has yet emerged to evaluate e-
service quality (Santos, 2003). Differences between quality models focussing on electronic 
services in contrast to traditional services have been pointed out and been used to call for 
additional research in the electronic service quality domain (Cox & Dale, 2001).  
Rowley (2006) as well as Hofacker et al. (2007) conclude in their literature review on e-
services that a multitude of work has been conducted in the area of online retailing and 
banking; much less in other service contexts (see also Connolly, Bannister, & Kearney, 2010). 
Buckley (2003) agrees by pointing out that Internet marketing guides typically discuss the 
topic of e-service quality in light of relationship management instead of providing metrics of 
service quality. “The discussion of e-service quality in the public sector is even more limited” 
(Buckley, 2003, p. 456). 
4.2 Research design 
It was decided to use the same sources for conducting the literature review of bundle 
quality in the public sector. Thus, the EBSCO and ProQuest databases were utilised, as well 
as the 6 journals that were identified as being of most importance in the area of e-
government.  
For the search strategy, it was decided to execute a systematic keyword search, following 
Leidner & Kayworth (2006), by analysing the references of an article and further work of the 
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author(s) if the analysis of this article resulted in new insights. After brainstorming on 
potential keywords and related synonyms, it was decided to use the search phrase ((“e-
service* OR “electronic service”) AND (“public domain” OR “public administration” OR 
“public sector”) AND (satisfaction OR quality)) to conduct the search in the title, abstract 
and keywords of the publications for searching, within the ProQuest and EBSCO databases, 
which resulted in 32 (6 relevant) and 28 (5 relevant) hits respectively. A search within the 
journals proved to be more challenging.  
For the EG journal, the search functionality was utilised as part of the publisher’s website, 
using the term “quality” and then “satisfaction”. These two searches resulted in 5 hits, 1 of 
them being relevant. For the EJEG journal, the search functionality of the website was 
utilised, as well, and the search terms “quality” and “satisfaction” used for the full text, 
which resulted in 35 and 17 hits respectively. After reading the abstract of these papers, 
only 4 were identified as relevant to this study. For GIQ, the search phrase (e-service* OR 
"electronic service*") AND (quality OR satisfaction) was used in the title, abstract, and 
keywords fields. This search resulted in 14 hits, of which 6 were relevant. The search was 
most difficult for the IJEGR, as the search functionality implemented as part of the website 
was found to be insufficient. Therefore, we manually went through all publications and 
identified the ones that could potentially be relevant for this study, based on the title and 
abstract. This search resulted in 16 hits, of which only 3 were relevant upon closer 
investigation. The journal IP is fully covered by the ProQuest search. For JITP, the phrase (e-
service* OR "electronic service*") AND (satisfaction OR quality) was used in all fields and the 
9 results were analysed manually, which resulted in none of them being relevant for this 
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study. For TGPPP, the same search phrase as for JITP and GIQ was used, for all fields except 
full text, which resulted in 9 hits, 1 being relevant. 
From the conduct of the search, 180 results were received in total. After screening the initial 
results, we identified 26 publications that were of interest to this research. Below, e-service 
quality models for the public sector are listed and described. 
4.3  Findings 
As depicted in Table 1, e-service quality models for the public sector can be differentiated 
along the following dimensions, as used in Kohlborn et al. (2013): 
The first column provides information regarding the authors and the year of the publication 
of the respective study. The second column (‘Focus’) lists the specific domain of analysis of 
the respective study. Next, the column labelled ‘Perspective’ presents the specific 
perspective on quality of the specific study. Whereas the consumer perspective (C) focuses 
typically on eliciting the perception of consumers with regards to quality via surveys, 
interviews, or focus groups, the provider perspective (P) is typically associated with 
evaluating the quality of the respective unit of analysis through checklists or content 
analyses. In general, existing studies not only aim at measuring quality directly, but also 
aspire to identify the antecedents or dimensions of quality. Each of these constructs or 
dimensions is then associated with different items, which are, however, not listed as part of 
this study due to space constraints. Consequently, the column ‘Dimensions’ lists the 
constructs or dimensions that have been proposed by previous studies to understand 
‘quality’ in more detail. ‘Conceptualisation’, the next column, details the approach that has 
been chosen to identify the respective constructs or dimensions. Values can either be 
‘theoretical’ (T), which refers to approaches that utilised previous studies (i.e., literature 
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reviews) and/or existing theories to argue about the suitability of the chosen constructs or 
dimensions. Contrarily, empirical approaches (E) rely on data that has newly been gathered 
through focus groups, interviews, or similar. Studies can also have utilised both (B) 
approaches to conceptualise the chosen constructs or dimensions of quality. The same 
values have been utilised for ‘Validation’ as for ‘Conceptualisation’. Therefore, certain 
constructs can have been validated on a theoretical basis (T), on an empirical basis (E), or 
can they can have been validated using both approaches (B). In addition, certain studies 
might not aim at validating the proposed constructs or dimensions, but rather focus on 
showing their applicability in a real life scenario (N/A (A)).  
Table 1: E-service quality models 
Author (Year) Focus 
Pers- 
pec-
tive Dimensions 
Concept- 
ualisation 
Vali- 
dation 
Chatzopoulos & 
Economides 
(2009) 
Greek 
municipality 
websites P 
Content, Presentation, media & format, user 
interface, structure & organisation, 
navigation, orientation, interactivity & 
feedback, e-services & applications, reliability 
& availability, maintainability, performance, 
openness, compatibility & interoperability, 
security T N/A (A) 
Connolly, 
Bannister, & 
Kearney (2010) 
Tax filing e-
service / 
website 
Ireland C 
Efficiency, ease of completion, system 
availability, privacy, contact, perceived public 
value B E 
Verdegem & 
Verleye (2009) 
Flemish 
govt. 
website C 
Infrastructure, availability, awareness, cost, 
technical aspects, customer friendliness, 
security/privacy, content, usability B E 
Barnes & Vidgen 
(2004) 
UK Inland 
Revenue 
govt. web 
site C 
Usability, information quality, service 
interaction, overall B N/A (A) 
Chai, Herath, 
Park, & Rao 
(2006) US website C 
Outcome, performance with regard to 
expected time N/A E 
Wangpipatwong
, Chutimaskul, & 
Papasratorn 
(2008a) 
Thailand 
website C 
Information quality (information accuracy, 
timeliness, relevance, understandability, 
completeness), system quality (functionality, 
dependability, ease of use, usefulness), 
service quality (tangibles, reliability, empathy, 
responsiveness, assurance) T E 
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Author (Year) Focus 
Pers- 
pec-
tive Dimensions 
Concept- 
ualisation 
Vali- 
dation 
Wangpipatwong
, Chutimaskul, & 
Papasratorn 
(2008b) 
Thailand 
website C 
Perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, 
computer self-efficacy T E 
Pinho & Macedo 
(2008) 
Taxation 
services 
through 
web-based 
electronic 
declaration 
system in 
Portugal C 
Convenience, service quality (reliability, 
tangibility, empathy, security, 
responsiveness) T E 
Gouscos, 
Kalikakis, Legal, 
& 
Papadopoulou 
(2007) 
One-stop 
portal C/P 
End user metrics: Effort to learn, effort to 
remember, effort of location, effort of 
request, effort to delivery, number of 
technical support requests, time of location, 
time of input, time of delivery, number of 
errors, transparency of service, satisfaction 
from support E N/A (A) 
Kaisara & Pather 
(2011) 
Portal in 
South Africa C 
Information quality, security, communication, 
website aesthetics, website design, 
navigation B E 
Sung, Liu, Liao, 
& Liu (2009) 
Portal in 
Taiwan C 
Total service quality, website design, 
reliability, responsiveness, personalisation, 
information quality, system quality T E 
Rotchanakitumn
uai (2008) 
Tax e-service 
in Thailand C 
Service design, web site design, technical 
support, customer support quality B N/A 
Toots (2006) 
Social 
security 
services 
website in 
Estland P Content, interactivity, usability, aesthetics T N/A (A) 
Buckley (2003) 
Literature 
review C 
Aesthetics, ease of learning, efficiency of use, 
memorability, user drop-out, error frequency 
and severity T N/A 
Halaris, 
Magoutas, 
Papadomichelak
i, & Mentzas 
(2007) 
Literature 
review C Site quality T N/A 
Magoutas, 
Schmidt, 
Mentzas, & 
Stojanovic 
(2010) 
Greek portal 
of Ministry 
of Interior  C 
Forms interaction, services reliability, support 
mechanism, usability, quality of information, 
security T N/A (A) 
Leben, Kunstelj, 
Bohanec, & 
Vintar (2006) 
Internat. life 
event 
portals P Portal, Life event, e-service N/A N/A (A) 
Kuk (2002) 
Govt. 
websites in 
UK P 
Information content standards 
Service quality incl. service breadth and the 
ease of use of the services T N/A (A) 
17 
 
Author (Year) Focus 
Pers- 
pec-
tive Dimensions 
Concept- 
ualisation 
Vali- 
dation 
Parajuli (2007) 
Ministerial 
websites in 
Nepal P 
Transparency, interactivity, accessibility, 
usability N/A N/A (A) 
Mohamed, 
Hussin, & 
Hussein (2009) 
E-govt. 
systems in 
Malaysia C 
Content, accuracy, format, ease of use, 
timeliness B E 
Asiimwe & Lim 
(2010) 
Govt. 
websites in 
Uganda P Design layout, navigation, legal policies T N/A (A) 
Chang, Li, Hung, 
& Hwang (2005) 
Internet tax 
file system 
in Taiwan C 
Perceived usefulness, perceived ease of use, 
information systems quality, information 
quality B E 
Baker (2009) 
E-govt. 
websites in 
the US P 
Online services, accessibility 
accommodations, information architecture, 
legitimacy, navigation, user help T N/A 
Melitski, Holzer, 
Kim, Kim, & Rho 
(2005) 
Websites of 
interna-
tional cities P 
Security & privacy, usability, content, 
services, citizen participation T N/A (A) 
Carrizales, 
Holzer, Kim, & 
Kim (2006) 
Websites of 
interna-
tional cities P 
Security & privacy, usability, content, 
services, citizen participation T N/A (A) 
Esterling, Lazer, 
& Neblo (2005) 
Websites 
members of 
US congress P 
Audience, contact, usability, interactivity, 
usability, innovation T N/A (A) 
 
Having analysed the different models falling in this category, it is remarkable to find so many 
different foci among the different studies. The term e-service seems to be used quite 
loosely, so that website, portal site, Internet application etc. all fall in this category. 
Additionally, the earliest model was published in 2002 (Kuk, 2002), which underlines the 
infancy of the whole research domain.  
The quality construct is either explicitly focussed on or is only treated as part of a bigger 
model that focuses on continuance or loyalty. Most authors look at quality from the 
consumer perspective, which means that instruments are developed to ask users about 
their perceptions on quality. Models focussed on the provider side list various desired 
attributes and characteristics, which are then evaluated by a user or expert.  
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Most authors derive their constructs on a theoretical basis, which typically involves the 
review of relevant literature. Some authors extend the theoretical conceptualisation of the 
quality model by empirical means, such as expert interviews or user focus groups. Some 
authors ‘start from scratch’ by purely employing empirical means to conceptualise the 
model. If a validation is in scope of the publication, most authors rely on empirical means to 
test the model.  
This kind of uniformity is not found with regard to the utilised constructs, dimensions, and 
items. Superficially, the reason could be found in the different foci (units of analysis and 
country) as well as potentially different understandings of the used items. However, an in-
depth analysis would require the application of the same instruments in different contexts 
or different instruments in the same context, neither of which has been identified as part of 
this study. However, these constructs typically relate to a website, as this is the typical unit 
of analysis. 
One publication, however, specifically describes how life-event portals in a government 
context could be evaluated, Leben et al. (2006), as referred to previously.  
 
5. Discussion  
5.1 Implications for industry 
Under the directive to save costs and increase customer satisfaction, governments are 
trying to move away from traditional public service delivery channels, such as personal over 
the counter advice, towards more cost-effective channels, such as the online channel 
(Ebbers, Pieterson, & Noordman, 2008). This transition, however, will only be effective and 
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sustainable, if customers change their behaviour and use the online channel for future 
transactions and enquiries. Consequently, governments need to ensure that the quality of 
their online presence is sufficiently high.  
Based on a previous literature review, quality assessment models for government portals 
are few (Kohlborn, et al., 2013). In particular, as observed from the different kinds of quality 
models for portals, the whole concept of a ‘portal’ and its use is not well defined and 
remains problematic (Smith, 2004). From the insights gathered through the literature 
review, ‘integration’, ‘personalisation’, ‘added value’, and ‘data quality’ seem to be 
dimensions that are of importance for assessing portal quality specifically. Analysing the 
available portal quality literature related to the e-government domain provided limited 
insights into the assessment of bundles. In fact, instruments for analysing service bundle 
quality could not be identified within the scope of this study. On a more detailed level, 
though, various instruments could be identified that focus on e-service quality. These 
instruments for the public sector, however, are rather diverse compared to models for the 
private sector. In particular, the scope and depth of the varying instruments differ 
depending on the specific application domain and the underlying data sources used to 
derive the instrument. In general, the quality models of e-services for the public sector are 
quite similar compared to prominent models rather relevant for the private sector (for 
example Yoo & Donthu (2001), Barnes & Vidgen (2002), Parasuraman, Zeithaml, & 
Malhorta, Rowley (2006), Bressolles & Nantel (2008), Swaid & Wigand (2009)) in the use of 
dimensions and constructs. However, in detail there are some subtle differences. For 
example, there is no ‘public model’ that looks at ‘fulfilment’, as this constructs is typically 
related to how quickly or reliably goods are delivered. In a government setting, this 
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construct is typically not of much use. Similarly, security in a private setting is related to 
payment authentication etc., whereas its use in the public setting is more concerned with 
ensuring the confidentiality of personal information. 
Based on these findings, the general recommendation for practitioners seems to be to 
derive a quality assessment instrument that is customised towards the intended scope and 
depth of the specific application context. In a first step, the unit of analysis needs to be 
chosen, which will impact on the relevant dimensions and constructs that need to be 
included in the instrument. In a second step, context-relevant dimensions and constructs 
need to be decided upon. The constructs and dimensions listed and characterised in 
previous sections can act as a starting point. However, quality assessment instruments for 
portals, bundles, and e-services focussing on the private sector can be taken into 
consideration as well. However, as indicated previously, care should be taken when 
dimensions and constructs, initially intended for assessing quality of the relevant unit of 
analysis in the private sector, are to be utilised in the public domain, as their applicability 
might be different (e.g., online fulfilment).  
It has to be acknowledged that following this recommendation will potentially lead to a 
proliferation of quality models for different units of analysis in practice. However, if the 
derived models are clearly classified according to different units of analysis, empirical 
insights into the usability and applicability of the derived models, including their specific 
dimensions and constructs, can inspire and inform academia in its pursuit of developing a 
validated quality assessment model for portals, e-services, and bundles.   
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5.2 Implications for academia 
The search for bundle quality models did not result in any usable instruments with regards 
to the scope of this study. With regards to e-service quality models for the public sector, 
several of such instruments were identified. However, the overlap between constructs and 
dimensions is rather limited. Hence, e-service quality models for the public sector are rather 
diverse compared to models for the private sector. “[…] we have yet to understand how 
service quality instruments should be applied in an e-Government context as extant 
literature focuses mainly on the e-Tailing sector” (Kaisara & Pather, 2011, p. 212).  
However, including quality models, which have been developed for the private sector, does 
not necessarily lead to further insights with regards to relevant constructs and dimensions 
for the public domain. Hofacker, et al. (2007, p. 18) point out that research in the area of 
traditional service quality “converged reasonably well in terms of the dimensions 
uncovered”, but “measuring e-service quality has so far resulted in only modest overlap from 
study to study”. As e-services are less interpersonal in nature compared to traditional 
services, some of the work on traditional service quality, which addresses the interpersonal 
nature of service encounters (Bauer, Hammerschmidt, & Falk, 2005; Parasuraman & Grewal, 
2000), is not directly transferable, as pointed out by Rowley (2006). 
Having analysed e-service quality models for the public sector, we can only be added to a 
long list of other researchers who identified a missing convergence of research in e-service 
quality assessment. A very apparent problem seems to be the missing conceptualisation of 
constructs related to quality, such as satisfaction, behavioural intentions, and value. 
Without a proper conceptualisation, further research convergence is hindered. Publications 
that compare different quality models leave out certain studies, as their scope is arguably 
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different. Other quality models include ‘emotional benefit’ as a dimension of the quality 
model (Fassnacht & Koese, 2006), which is typically rather related to ‘satisfaction’ and not 
to ‘quality’ based on nomological nets for quality of traditional services (Roest & Pieters, 
1997).  
One other reason for the diverse results can be attributed to the ambiguity of the term  
‘e-service’. As previously stated the quality models incorporate quite diverse units of 
analysis, portals being one of them. In light of this, it can be argued that for the benefit of 
both, academia and practice, there is a need, in considering quality assessment, to be 
precise in specifying both the unit of analysis and the relevant domain. Here, our proposed 
framework can help in improving precision and enhanced structure. 
The following section will outline potential relevant constructs and dimensions for 
developing a service bundle quality model for governmental one-stop portals based on the 
findings of the literature reviews. 
5.3 Towards service bundle quality 
As identified through the literature review, there is a missing convergence regarding the 
unit of analysis for quality models. This same lack of convergence is also evident with regard 
to the application context and the chosen dimensions. 
Only limited studies directly focus on the portal itself (Kohlborn, et al., 2013). None of them, 
though, specifically focus on the structure of the portal or bundles. Leben et al. (2006) are 
the only authors that could be identified through the literature review who focus on a life-
event OSP. However, the process of conceptualising the constructs of quality remains 
undisclosed. Additionally, the quality model focuses on a fully developed portal that is 
already live and functional. Thus, certain constructs are included in the model that do not 
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focus on the bundles, but rather on the portal, contained life-events, and contained 
services, which, again, results in fuzziness with regards to the intended application context 
of the instrument. It remains unknown whether the authors allow the application of only 
part of the overall model in a specific context. The model itself does not focus on citizen 
perceptions, either, but, rather, employs the provider centric view of a content or feature 
analyses (e.g. the existence of FAQs). 
However, since at least some current quality models that focus on fully developed portals or 
e-services exist, certain constructs and items focus on the structure of the portal and on 
bundles, which can, therefore, be adapted to our cause. 
However, the nature of service bundles constraints the applicability of some dimensions and 
constructs depicted in other studies (including the aforementioned studies related to quality 
models in the private sector). Service bundles represent a logical grouping of services based 
on underlying factors that are accessed through a certain medium. For example, service 
bundles for the online channel are accessed through a website, portal, or web application or 
another application utilising the Internet. Reliability, responsiveness, accessibility, and 
system quality are typical constructs found in models related to e-service quality or portal 
quality that address the technical influence on perceived quality. These are not considered 
as relevant for assessing the quality of service bundles per se as they do not relate to the 
‘goodness’ of the service groupings. Similarly, any construct or dimension that is related to 
the design is irrelevant for assessing service bundle quality. In particular, aesthetic design, 
visual appeal, and user interface are typical constructs that are irrelevant for the bundle 
itself. Along the same lines of arguments, any construct or dimension that is related to the 
security or privacy is irrelevant for assessing service bundle quality as well. Security and 
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privacy are two typical constructs, sometimes even considered as one construct, which are 
also focussed on the portal, website, or technical realisation, and are, therefore, not of 
interest to our unit of analysis. Finally, any construct or dimension that is related to the 
content accuracy or currency of the service bundle is irrelevant for out unit of analysis. 
Content focuses rather on the specific service rather than on the logical groupings of 
services. Consequently, the following dimensions or constructs might play a role for 
assessing the quality of service bundles based on a logical deduction from the findings of the 
literature review: 
Navigation: Navigation is a construct that relates to the ease of navigation within the unit of 
analysis (here: the structure of service bundles). ‘Navigation’ has been identified as being 
part of various quality models (Chatzopoulos & Economides, 2009; Kaisara & Pather, 2011) 
and is very similar to ‘Efficiency’ used by other studies (Buckley, 2003; Santos, 2003). It can 
be defined as the (inverse of the) effort that the user perceives is required to reach desired 
information or functionality within the structure. 
Ease of Learning: ‘Ease of learning’ can be defined as the (inverse of the) effort that an 
individual perceives is required to acquire knowledge about the service bundles. The 
construct itself has been used in two studies (Buckley, 2003; Gouscos, et al., 2002); 
however, the item related to ease of learning has been applied in multiple contexts. For 
service bundles, the construct is of relevance, as bundles can be harder to become familiar 
with, owing to different combinations of services.  
Ease of Understanding: The ease of understanding can be defined as the (inverse of the) 
effort that an individual perceives is required to comprehend the purpose of the service 
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bundle. The construct was introduced by Loiacono (2000), but related items are commonly 
used in similar studies.  
Organisation: Organisation can be defined as the degree to which the user perceives that 
the information (content) is sufficiently organised to be useful. The construct has been 
utilised in the past, but is also known with synonymous labels, such as ‘structure’, for 
example (Magoutas, et al., 2010; Rowley, 2006; Santos, 2003).  
6. Conclusion 
This study set out to investigate the current state of coverage with regards to quality 
assessment of service bundles for governmental one-stop portals. To this end, multiple 
contributions to the academic body of knowledge have been made. A framework has been 
created to provide a common structure for the search space. This framework can be used by 
future researchers to position their studies appropriately and provide clarity with regard to 
the intended meaning of dimensions and constructs. For this study, we specifically searched 
for studies that focussed on quality or satisfaction with regard to service bundles and e-
services. The results show that the concept of bundling has not yet been focussed on 
specifically, although the concept appears as such. However, related concepts, such as 
portal quality and e-service quality, provide a valuable starting point for conceptualising 
service bundle quality. As such, it seems that ‘Navigation’, ‘Ease of Understanding’, ‘Ease of 
Learning’, and ‘Organisation’ may influence service bundle quality.  
This study has the typical limitations compared to other literature reviews. First, only a 
specific perspective has been chosen that influenced the search terms and strategy. 
Different keywords would potentially have led to studies that provided more insights. 
However, for this study, search terms were discussed in a team and different related terms 
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have been used as well to maximise the possibility to include all relevant studies. Second, 
this study decided to focus on journal publications to ensure that only high-quality, peer 
reviewed research contributes to our research findings. If we widened the scope of research 
articles, we would have potentially increased the number of publications relevant to the 
study, but might have also included publications that are not rigorously researched. Finally, 
the classification and description of relevant publications was done by only one researcher. 
Further research will need to focus on the evaluation and validation of these themes to 
decide on their applicability in real life scenarios. For example, the themes could be 
operationalised in a survey as constructs with related items potentially identified in 
literature. Additionally, further research can then focus on the theory development related 
to quality measures for service bundles. Finally, researchers can utilise the developed 
framework for their work in order to position their studies against the background of the 
already existing body of knowledge. The framework has been applied in the context of e-
government studies, but its applicability can potentially be extended to other domains (e.g., 
retailing).   
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